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1. Claims 10,12 and 19/(1-4,12) are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 10 it is unclear how balls are larger than grain of composite powder, 
since the composite powder contains the ball, according to the claim. 

In claim 12 it is unclear what relationship the material has to the composite 
member. 

In claim 19 "said oblate composite magnetic particles" has no antecedent 

basis. 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

a. Claims 1 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Takaragi et al. 

Takaragi discloses a wave absorber comprising magnetic particles (col. 5, 
lines 10-14) unified with oxide material (col. 5, lines 16-19), wherein the 
particle size is less than 10 urn (col. 5, line 50). One of ordinary skill in the 
: art would have recognized desirability of combining particles with ceramic 
material, since oxides are a form of ceramic matter. 

3. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hakata et 
al. 
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Hakata discloses desirability of having a wave absorber (col.1, line 15) have fine 
metal powder unified with ceramic by enclosing the metal powder with ceramic 
(col. 1, lines 51-61). 

It would have been obvious to have the metal powder be of a magnetic 
substance, since wave absorbers conventionally contain magnetic material such 
as iron. 

4. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Claussen 
et al in view of Takaragi et al. 

Claussen teaches desirability of embedding ceramic material into magnetic metal 
particles to create composite particles (col.1 , lines 47-50). 

It would have been obvious to use the composite magnetic material 
formed by Claussen in a wave absorber as taught by Takaragi, since Takaragi 
teaches desirability of using composite magnetic particles for a wave absorber, 
Claussen merely disclosing one conventional technique for forming such a 
composite substance. 

5. Claims 4-8, 14-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over either Takaragi et al. or Hakata et al. or both Claussen et al. and 
Takaragi et al, further in view of Takaragi et al. or Hakata et al. or Nishihata et al. 

Regarding claims 4 and 6, Takaragi teaches desirability of using iron and oxide 
materials (col. 5, lines 10-20). 

Regarding claim 5, Hakata teaches bonding ceramic onto surface of 
magnetic particle (col. 1, lines 48-61). 
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Regarding claim 7, Nishihata teaches dispersing composite particles in a 
material having a higher resistivity than the particles (col. 4, lines 53-66). 

Regarding claim 8, Takaragi teaches use of a resin (abstract). 
V; Regarding claim 14, specific volume ratio would have been an obvious 
matter of engineering choice, depending on what ratio best absorbed desired 
electromagnetic waves. 

Regarding claim 15, Takaragi teaches particle size below 50nm. 

■»> 
?. 

Regarding claims 16 and 18, Nishihata discloses coating a particle in 
material of higher resistivity. 

; { 

''A ' 

Regarding claim 1 7, use of specific shape and ratio would have been 
obvious matters of engineering choice, depending on what arrangement yielded 
laest absorbing qualities. 

\ Regarding claim 20, Nishihata teaches use of polymers for the high 

resistivity material (col. 6, lines 1-39). 
6. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hakata 
et al. in?view of Darracq et al. 

Darracq teaches desirability of forming a composite magnetic material using 

mechanical alloying of magnetic and ceramic materials (col.2, lines 20-40). 

Choosing to form the composite particles of Hakata for a wave absorber 

using the technique as disclosed by Darracq would have been obvious in order to 

obtain more durable particles. 
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7. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Benjamin in view of Hakata et al. 

Benjamin teaches that composite particles can be formed by alloying using 
metallic or ceramic balls (col.1 , lines 47-50; col.4, lines 3-1 1 ; col.5, lines 55-60). 

It would have been obvious to form composite particles for a wave 
absorber as suggested by Hakata using the technique as set forth by Benjamin, 
in order to ensure that composite materials were securely bonded together. 

8. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takaragi 
et al. in view of Nishihata et al. 

Claim 12 is rejected for the same reasons as set forth previously in paragraph 
No. 5. 

9. The restriction requirement made in the Office action mailed 10-8-03 is made 
final, for the reasons as previously presented in the aforementioned Office action. 
However, since claims 14-20 are at least partially dependent on elected claims 1-12, 
claims 14-19/(1-4,12) and 20/12 have been examined in the present Office action along 
with elected claims 1-12. 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Errico, Maeda and Takatsu disclose composite particle materials. 

10. Claim 19/(1-4,12) is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brent A Swarthout whose telephone number is 703-305- 
4383. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 6:30 to 4;00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeff Hofsass, can be reached on 703-305-4717. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Brent A Swarthout 

Examiner 
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